REMARKS 



Amended Drawings 

The drawings were objected to for failing to show every feature of the invention 
recited in the claims. Specifically, it was pointed out that the electronic circuit member 
18 shown in figure 2 did not appear to have a light or LED at its center. 

A new, corrected set of formal drawings is filed herewith. In these drawings the 
reference number "18" has been removed from figure 2 and added to figures 3, 4, and 
7. The reference number "18" identifies the electronic circuit member 18, which is not 
shown in figure 2, but is shown in figures 3, 4, and 7. It is believed that the new set of 
amended drawing figures submitted herewith overcomes the basis for the objection to 
the drawings. 

Rejection of Claims 14-18 as being Anticipated by Stopa et al. No. 6,641,284 

Of the rejected claims, claim 14 is the only independent claim. Among other 

novel features of the invention, claim 14 includes "a plurality of electronic circuit 

members." The rejection of claims 14-18 states that the claimed plurality of electronic 

circuit members are illustrated in Figures 1 and 9a of the Stopa reference. There is no 

further identification of what is considered to be the claimed plurality of electronic circuit 

members in the Stopa reference. 

For a prior-art reference to anticipate, every element of the 
claimed invention must be identically shown in a single 
reference. 

In Re Bond, 910 F.2d 831, 15 U.S.P.Q. 2d 1566, 1567, 1568 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 
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Under the above-cited case law, it is necessary that the Stopa reference 
identically disclose each of the features of the invention recited in claim 14. Among 
those features of the invention, claim 14 includes "a plurality of electronic circuit 
members, each electronic circuit member having a light, and each electronic circuit 
member being removably mounted on the rear wall by engaging between a pair of 
posts." This claimed subject matter is referring to the plurality of electronic circuit 
members 18 that each include a light emitting diode 52 and are each secured to the 
rear wall 26 between pairs of posts 42. These features of the invention are not 
identically disclosed by the Stopa reference, and therefore the Stopa reference fails to 
anticipate claim 14. 

The rejection of claim 14 in view of the Stopa reference fails to identify the 
subject matter of claim 14 set forth above. The rejection merely states that the claimed 
subject matter appears in figures 1 and 9a of the Stopa reference, without identifying 
what in the drawing figures is being interpreted as the claimed subject matter. The 
Stopa reference discloses a plurality of LEDs 42 that are arranged on a PC board 40. 
The Stopa reference has no disclosure or suggestion of the claimed plurality of 
electronic circuit members that are each removably mounted on a rear wall by engaging 
between a pair of posts projecting from the rear wall. Therefore, the Stopa reference 
does not identically disclose the subject matter of claim 14. 

For the reasons set forth above, claim 14 is not anticipated by the Stopa 
reference, and is allowable over the Stopa reference as well as the other prior art of 
record. 
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Claims 15-21 all depend from claim 14 and are allowable over the Stopa 
reference for the reasons set forth above. 

Rejection of Claims 1-4, 7, and 8 as being Anticipated by Dart et al. No. 4,124,880 

Of the above rejected claims, claims 1 and 3 have been canceled and claims 2 
and 4 have been amended to depend from new independent claim 6, which was 
objected to in the last Office Action. Claims 2 and 4 are therefore allowable over the 
prior art. Claims 7 and 8 have been amended into independent form, adding all of the 
subject matter of claim 1 to each of these new independent claims. 

As set forth above, a proper anticipation rejection requires identity of invention. 
The prior art reference relied on in rejecting the above claims must identically disclose 
all of the features of the invention recited in the rejected claims. 

New independent claim 7 recites all of the subject matter of original claim 1 , and 
recites each wall of a pair of walls having a forward edge with a notch in the forward 
edge, and the signal light optic having an exterior surface with portions that engage in 
the notches in the pair of walls. 

In the rejection of claim 7, it is contended that figure 2 of the Dart reference 
illustrates an optic 100 engaging in notches in the central portions of the wall that 
surround the optic. However, on close inspection of figures 1 and 2 of the Dart 
reference, it can be seen that there is no identical disclosure of the subject matter of the 
invention recited in new independent claim 7. More specifically, figures 1 and 2 of the 
Dart reference fail to identically disclose each wall of a pair of walls having a forward 
edge with a notch in the forward edge, and a signal light optic engaging in the notches 



3192624 



- 10- 



in the pair of walls. The reference does not identically disclose a signal light optic 
engaging in notches in a pair of walls. Because the reference does not identically 
disclose the subject matter of claim 7, the reference does not anticipate that subject 
matter. Claim 7 is therefore allowable over the prior art. 

New independent claim 8 recites all of the subject matter of original claim 1 , and 
also recites a plurality of signal light optics that are each positioned in the spacing 
between the pair of walls. This feature of the invention is not identically disclosed by the 
Dart reference. The Dart reference only discloses a single signal light optic 100 
positioned between what is interpreted as the claimed pair of walls 42. There is no 
identical disclosure of a plurality of signal light optics positioned between a pair of walls 
as recited in claim 8. For this reason alone, the Dart reference fails to identically 
disclose all of the subject matter of the invention recited in claim 8, and fails to 
anticipate claim 8. 

Furthermore, claim 8 continues by reciting a plurality of spring braces that are 
removably attached to at least one of the pair of walls. In contrast to this, the Dart 
reference only discloses a single spring clip 103 that is connected to what is interpreted 
as a pair of walls 42. The reference does not identically disclose a plurality of spring 
braces connected to a pair of walls, as required by claim 8. For this reason, the Dart 
reference fails to anticipate the subject matter of claim 8. 

Rejection of Claim 5 Under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) in view of Dart and Gosswilier No. 
3,271,735 
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Claim 5 has been amended herein to depend from new independent claim 6, 
which was indicated as reciting allowable subject matter in the last Office Action. It is 
therefore submitted that claim 5 is allowable over the prior art. 

Rejection of Claims 9-13 Under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) in view of Dart and Stopa 

Claim 9 has been amended into independent form herein by adding all of the 
subject matter of original claim 1 into claim 9. In the rejection of the claims it is 
contended that it would have been obvious to modify the structure of Dart to include a 
rear wall with mounting posts as taught by Gosswiller in order to provide thermal 
transfer between the elements and attachment thereof and to deter overheating, which 
results in a shorter LED life span. It is submitted that the combination of the Dart and 
Gosswiller references is based entirely on hindsight of the present invention. 

The Dart reference discloses lamps 100 mounted in receptacles 42. The 
receptacles 42 have no rear walls of the type recited in claim 9. The receptacles 42 are 
left open at their rears so that spring fingers 90 can engage with terminals 98, 102 of the 
lamps 100. Adding a rear wall to the receptacles 42 would prevent the spring fingers 90 
from contacting the terminals 98, 102 of the lamps 100. This would prevent the lamps 
100 from functioning. Such a modification would not be obvious to the artisan of 
ordinary skill. 

Furthermore, the lamps 100 are not LEDs. Because they are not LEDs, there 
would be no motivation for adding a heat sink to the receptacles 42 to dissipate heat. 
This is the motivation for the proposed combination of the Dart and Stopa references 
provided in the rejection of the claims. Because the Dart signal light employs lamps 100 
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and does not employ LEDs, there would be no motivation to add a heat sink. Thus, the 
rejection of claims 9-13 is based entirely on hindsight of the present invention. Because 
the combination of the Dart and Stopa references would not be obvious to the artisan of 
ordinary skill, claims 9-13 are allowable over the prior art. 

Rejection of Claims 19-21 Under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) in view of Stopa and Dart 

In the above rejection, it is contended that the Stopa reference teaches the 
elements of independent claim 14 including the plurality of electronic circuit members. 
However, as pointed out above with regard to the rejection of independent claim 14, the 
Stopa reference does not disclose or suggest a plurality of electronic circuit members. 
The Stopa reference only discloses a single PC board 40 having a plurality of LEDs 42 
on the single board. Thus, because the Stopa reference does not suggest the subject 
matter of claim 14, it cannot suggest the subject matter of claims 19-21 that all 
dependent from claim 14. For this reason, the subject matter of claims 19-21 is not 
made obvious in view of the combination of the Stopa and Dart references. 

In view of the amendments and remarks presented herein, it is submitted that the 
application is in a condition for allowance and a favorable action is requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Thompson Coburn LLP 



By: 




Joseph M. Rolnicki 
Reg. No. 32,653 
One US Bank Plaza 
St. Louis, MO 63101-1693 
(314) 552-6286 
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